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Q4. What is the rationale for the two 
different designs?



Response (Q4.1)

Bottom line – Are not standard designs

Are there standard designs?

Sort of…
- Relative protection (RP)/intermittent exposure   
- RP/continuous exposure                                    
- FCB/continuous exposure                                    
- survivorship analyses





Response (Q4.2)

Rationale for approach?
- logistic advantage                                            
- borrowed from the laboratory                            
- minimize exposure
- maximize protection time estimates



Why? Decreased exposure = reduced 
biting pressure = decreased likelihood of 
bite (first or confirming)



Granett P. 1940. Studies of mosquito repellents, I. Test procedure and method of evaluating test data. J Econ 
Entomol. 33: 563-65
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Q5. Which design is used more widely in 
the field? Why?



Response (Q5)
These designs are not widely used in 
peer-reviewed and published field studies



Q6. Can potential effects of variation…be 
isolated…be predicted…accounted for…?



Response (Q6)

Not really…

Question premised on idea that we have a 
good handle on the impact of intermittent 
exposure on estimation of FCB…we 
don’t! 


